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With regard to the injustice, it is hard to see where it
would be. All debtors are mulcted, to the same extent as
it is now proposed to mulct creditors, simply by the change
in Germany but eight years ago. Mr. Gibbs does not say
that gold and silver would in any currency circulate
together. He says that in gold-using countries gold would
still be used, and silver in silver.

Then as to the relative price being brought back again
to its present state by the extra demand for silver, Mr.
Gibbs' contention is that there could not be any other
relative price than the legal one, because to suppose other-
wise would be to state that a full-weight sovereign could
have any other value than a sovereign.

He does not doubt that command of money over com-
modities is determined by the greater or less abundance;
but he says that the variations of production would engender
less important oscillation owing to the larger area which
those variations would affect. There would be the effect
produced by the alteration in the cost of production of
gold and that produced by the alteration in that of silver,
making the oscillation, perhaps, more frequent, but less
violent. This is now admitted by the monometallists.

If gold cannot alter its price now in England, neither
could silver or gold when bimetallic agreement was carried
out. Neither did they when France enjoyed solitary
bimetallism. What France did was to have its prevailing
currency in the cheapest metal, but its price written in
francs in France was the same as that of the clearer. The
variation was in francs translated into rupees or pounds
sterling.

At page 158, you say Mr. Gibbs admits that present
contracts ought to be exempt; from what I have already
said I think you will see that in, this point I hardly concur
myself with Mr. Gibbs. If such were really necessary
I agree with you the arrangement would be impracticable.

I now come to your remedies: Sir Eobert Peel, in
Mr. H. R. Grenfell.